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COMPtAiNT 

Come now IDAS RESOURCES N.V., CURASAO ("IDAS"), PABECO B.V. ("Pabeco") 
and ADASTRA MINERALS, INC. fili/a AMERICA MINERAL FIELDS, INC. ("AMI"), Plaintiffi, 
coraplammg of ElMPRESANACiONAL DE:DIAMANTES DE ANGOLA E. P. ("ENDIAMA"), 
and NOFAR MINING B.V. ("NOFAR"), Defendants, and would show the Court as foUows: 

PARTIES 

1. PlamtiffIDASResoufcesN.y.,Cm-acaoisaDiltchAntiUes:companywithitsprm^ 
place of busiaess located, in the United Kingdom. .^ 

2. PlaintifFPabeco B.V. is a Netherlands con^any with its principalplace of business 
loeated in The Netherlands. 

3. , Plaintiff Adastra Minerals, Inc. fTc/a America Minferar Fields, .Inc., is a .Yukon 
Territory, Canada, company with its principal place of business located in the United Kingdom. 

4. Defendant EMPRESANAGIONALDEDIAMANTESDE ANGOLA E.P. is, upon 
information and beHef, an Angolan cdmpany with its principal place of business located iii Luanda, 
Angola. It is believed that ENDIAMA; is owned or controlled, directly or indirectly, by the Angolan 
Government ("the Government"). Pursuant to 28U:S.C. § 16a8(b)(3)(B),ENDlAMAmay be served 
with citation byiaternationalregisteredmailaddreslsedtoitsPresident Dr! kariuel Amaldo de Sousa 
Calado at Rua Major Cahhangulo, No: 100, Luanda, Angola, postal address Caixa Postal 1247, 
Luanda, Angola, .addressed audniailed by the clerlcof this Court' 

5. Defendant Nofar'Mining B.V; is a company organdzed under the Mwa 
Netherlands. The Netherlarids is a signatory to The Hague Convention onthe Service Abroad of ; 
Judicial and Extra- JudicialDocunients in Ciyildr.CoiTo^^ 
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permits service oCprocess "by intermtiDnalregi^^ : ■ 

mfo/judicial/Judicial_657.HML- Accord NoM Mining, E,V. My be served with eitation by 

serving its President at Nofer Mining, B.y., Watermanweg 1 GO, floats/ ^067 Rotterdam, The . 
Netherlands by international registered mail, return receipt requested 

JURISDICTION AM) VENUE 

6 . This Court has subject matter jurisdiGtion over this action pursuant to 28 U: S. C . § § 
1330(a) and 1605(a)(2)-(3) because ENDIAMA is an instrumentality of a foreign sovereign and: 

a. this: action is based upon an actiotiof ENDIA3yiA^^^^ the territory of the 
^ United States in connection with a: Gbmm^ 

" those actions have caused a direct -effect linthe timted St^^ / 

b. this -action is based upon rights in property taken iii violation of international 
W/that property is owned or operated by EN^^ 

engaged in a conmiercial activity in te United Sta^^^ 

7. ■ This Court haspersonaljurisdictira 

because thii action involves a claitn for relief over v^^hich the Court has jurisdiction uhder2 

§ 1330(a): ariH service is being effected unde " ; : 

8.; Venueisproperunder28U.S:C.fl391(J0(4).Pur^^^ 
may be brought in the United States District Court for the District of Columbia if the action is 
brought against a foreign state or the instittmentahty of a foreign state: 

' \ 9. ; jurisdiction and venue for all other Defendants; are j^ 28 U:S.C, §§ 

1332(a)(2) and 1391(b)&(d).- , '; 

'■ STATEMENT OF FACTS 

10. In 1 995, IDAS was granted two heenses for diamond exploration and exploitation in 
the Luanda Norte and Maltagb regions of Angqla. Oiie^was-ane)q}loiMion^ of 300Q sq, km. 
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and the other was an exploration license of 36,000 sq. km.^ ENDIAMA, IDAS, and Twins Limited 
("Twins'') agreed to form a joint venture partnership to develop the. Hcensed areas. 

,11. In May 1 996, AMI fomied a joint venture with IDAS to develop these hcense areas 
by bringing them into production. ■ -^ 

12. In 1998; AMI moved to; Pa%. Thereafter, and while domiciled: in Dallas, AMI 
undertook to acquire IDAS, subject to the agreement ofENDIAMAthat such acquisition would not 
violate the agreement between IDAS and EKDIAMA.^: .: :y 

13. ENDIAMA advised' AMI andlDAS that AMI's ^cqtii&idn of IDAS>^ a matter 
between AMI and IDAS and that as long as AMI and IDAS, perfornied; ENDIAMA did not obj^ 

^' to the. acquisition. 

14. AMI closed the transaction with ID AS and its shareholders, by which IDAS became ' 
a wholly owned subsidiary of AMI; Pabeco retained a net profits interest to a maximmii of 

':p^,44o,ooo.oo.; . , ■/■■ ■■■: ■ ■:.,;;■■ , ^ /■■:.■; ^ ■'■:■''''■'''■':■■: 

15. InFebruary 1999, AMI moved to London, England. 

16. Until the cessation of hostiUties between" the Go verrimerit and UNIT A, following the 

.. death of Jonas Savimbi in February 2002, the" Cuango river valley, where the concessions were , 
located, was considered an unsafe area, so physical access to the Hcense areas had not been possible. 

17. In 1 9i99, a meeting was held in Houston, Texas with General Ndalu, the Angolan 



' ' From the start, the integrity of tliese two licenses was challenged by a boundary dispute with'SDM, 
which had rights to the land contiguous with IDAS's properties to the South- (i.e. upstream of IDAS 's properties). 
There was an overlap of the coordinates -published in the official government. gazette, thQ Dtario DaRepublica, 
orgao pficial da Republicade Angola (^%\pX>i^r\o''')y . 

Plaintiff Pabeco was a. shareholder in IDAS and its shares were part pf the shares in IDAS that wer.e.to. 
beapquiredby AMI. ' ■■ '".''' :\ - 
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Ambassador to the United States^ and a principal in Twins, -in. anJatteinpt to resolve the matter of a 
bouridary dispute arid IDAS 's interests. That -same year, the Ahgolan Goyernment promulgated a 
new diamond law Hmiting the -maximum diamond concession area for any one cGnxparty to ,3,000 sq. 
km. Based upon this feet, IDAS and Twinis were advised by ENDIAMA that th^ 1995 and related 
agreements were no longer eJSfective and new contracts would have to be agreed. ID AS arid Twins 
agreed to tenninate the earlier agreements and negotiate new contracts with: ENDIAMA: ■ 

18. In November 2000, a Memorandum of Understanding ('*MOU") was executed 
between IDAS aiid ENDIAMA, which recognized the smaller concession area and provided for the 
fo0xiation of a joint venture amongst IDAS, ENDIAMA^ and.Twms.^^^ \- 

1 9- In April 200 1 , the Goyemment Council of Ministefsgrm^ IDAS and ENDIAMA 
rights to two new hceiise areas^ . one . an' exploitation license of 246 s<j. Ian: and the other an 
exploratipnhcense of 2,690 sq.lmi., which to getfe^ smaller of the two previously 

; held licenses. ' " ■...■^':. ■;■ ''w ■■:■;'■■. :^'.: ■■■■/':..": ■,, 

20. On October 5, ;2001 , the Aiigolan Government ptibMshed -the: eoncessibri award to 
IDAS in the E)iario and included in this notice the tenns of the MOU signed in No vember 2000 . ■ 

2 1 .. In rehance upon the hcense ^grants, arid in view of oflBcial appro Val of the licenses as 
evidenced by ptibhcation in the Diario, IDAS re-opened its^Luarida office' in 2002 for the purpose of 
commencing exploration and exploitation with:ENDIAMA an<i\Jwins. In August. 20 02, IDAS, 
ENDIAMA, and Twins executed a Heads of Agreement fmaE^ing'the^ shareholdings and 

detailirig the structure for thereinibur^ement of sharehblderldaris. This w^ 
IDAS was providing all the developlrient fiinding for the' project. , - ' 

22. An additional agreement between IDAS, ENDlAMA, : anH ; Twiris was executed on 
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December 4, 2002. The DeceniBer 4, 2002 agreement detailed thfe coxnpositioii c^ 
Directors, the management structure of the joint yentuxe company, the minJiTmm investment to be 
made by IDASV and details governing the payment of a signing bonus to ENDIAMA and the , 
repayment, of shareholder loans to IDAS. It was specifically agreed that IDAS wouldhave 51% of 
the project equity until all shareholder loans were repaid and that IDAS would have t Board 
representatives out of a total of five. ENDIAMA would have 3 8% andtwin^ 1 1%, with each having 
one director. After capital recoupment, IDAS^s shardoolding^wo^ be ■ 

able to rely on the votiiLg support of Twins (13%). EM)iAMA's ; shareholding -would remain 
■.unchanged./ . ■.'.■; ■■ ^■.■. '■ - . }'. , .-. ^- ;—;..■..■ ^ ■.:■■;;';':; ^. . ■._,;.■. V- "■■';. '.. 

23 . By early 2003 , IDAS had prepared and presented a detailed work plan for the^ license 
areas. In July 2003, ENDIAMA informed IDAS that it wished to revise some of the commercial 
terms of the Heads of Agreement. IDAS agreed to compromise on the issue. In November 2003, after 
several meetings, IDAS agreed" to make concessions concerning the ; minimum investment and: 
management structure. Following these concessions and in reply to repeated questioning, ET^ 
confirmed that the deal was complete. ■. . :v . 

24. On March 30 and 31, 2004^ MDIAMA proposed t^ IDAS '5 shareholding drop 
■ from 51% to 43% andthatits fiomxi repreSCTttonrei^ ftom 3.to'T. T^ 

ENDIAMA had raisbd these issue$ since the; B^ads of J^eenieitf ^ signed m^>^^ 2002. 

25 . Inmid"2004,IDAS learnedthat END.IAMA had, fdr several inonths;beeniiegbtiating 
with NOFAR to replace IDAS as ENDIAMA' s joint venture partner iii the concessions awarded to 
IDAS: IDAS has since leanied that EISTDIAM A offered the Luiemo concessions to NOFAR and that 
NOFAR has had its personnel on site. Indeed, IBAS has learned th^t on May 18, 2004, ENDIAMA 
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aid NOFAR executed a coBlract to ex$»lore a^ exploit 3iiDst of the p^ 
licensed to the IDAS/ENDIAMA/Twins jbkt venture. 

26. In early July 2004, ENDIAMAi^ 

contractual obligations but offered IDAS the opportunity of \^ , 

IDAS declined to agree to ENDlAMA's tmilateral repudiation of the contracts or to discuss other 
projects and this action followed. , 

27 . The actions of ENDIAMA set forth herein have carised a direct eJSect in the United 
States, including a loss of, income to the principals in Twins, which, together with IDAS, was 
ENDlAMA's joint venture partner, as well as losses to the United States shareholders of AMI, 
iDAS-s parent 

COUNT I- BREACH OF CONTRACT 
. (As to ENDIAMA) ' 
'28. PlaintifS incorporate the allegations in paragraphs 1-27 as if fitlly set forth herein. 

29. IDAS and ENDIAMA entered into binding contractsv including those of August and 
December 2002. '. , - , ./ '■ 

30. . In Inly 2004, ENDIAMA infomied IDAS that it. would not honor' its coritractual, 

obligations.' 

31. ENDIAMA has since failed to honor its contractual obligations with IDAS , . 

. ,; : 32. As a result of ENDlAMA's failure to honor its contractual obligations, E]>roi^ 
breached its 2000 - 2004 contracts between the parties^aiid^ such te 

of damages to PlainttEfs --in an amount in excess of thejumdictipnailfenfe^^ for which 

■ PlaintiSs pray judgment. ■ ■ :.\' :.:■■■■■. . -^ " -■ 
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COUNT n- BREACH OF DUTY OF (^OOD FAITH 
■■^. ■: -XAstoH^DUMA)- . 

33. Piaintiffi inGorporate the allegations in paragraphs 1 -32 as if &ily set forth herein. : 

34. ^ Durihgthe negotiations with ID AS, ENDIAMA engaged in conduct contrary to the 
principie of good feith and in violation of Angolan law-. ^ ^ V ^ ■ 

35; ENDIAIN^ entered into . ne^ course of its 

negotiations with IDAS. The negotiations with NOFAR concerned the areas "previously licensed to 
■IDAS:- ;■ 'i ■'■■■"■■ \ ■■.■>,':■■■;■■■■ ■■^- ■:■":■■.-■ ■■^■'; ^ ■■^^■■■'/■-■■:-, ■;:■,;.■:■;■:"■. ' 

3'6; Despite the intentions of EISTDIAIV^ 
continued to conduct negotiations wit3i ID r ; - - 

37. The bad' feith conduct of ENDIAMA and Twins set forth>hereidt was,' a proximate 
cause of damages to Plaintiffs in an amount in excess .of the min^^ hniits of this 
Court for which Plaintiffi pray judgment. : 

COUNT HI- FRAUDULENT MISREPRESENTATION 
^;V.;':(AstoENDiA]VlA).:.;;;^^ 

38. ■ ' Plaintiffs incorporate the allegata in paragraphs -l -3^ as if fully set :|brth:herein:: 

39 . During the iiegotiatipns with IDAS. ENDIAMA engaged in firaudulent conduct in 
violatipnofapphcaBle Angolan law.^^^^^^^^^; / 

40. ENDIAMA -ehtered into negotiations with NOFAR dtifing the course? of its. joint 
venture agreement, with IDAS and Twins, for deydfopinehf /of are&: already &^^ the 
^ENDIAMA/lDAS/rWius joint TOU^ : : ■ -;-;. ■ ■:■■:■ J ']'■■ ;' :^":"; ■.'■;.■■■'■-■. ' 

41. Despite the iiitentions of ENDIAMA to enter into an agreement ^vith NGFAR, it 
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fraudulently nusrepresented to IDAS that it intended tdlionbr their; agreements and, continue the 
development of the areas; with IDAS. In reliance upon ENDIAMA's representations that a joint 
venture existed, IDAS re-Qpened its, Angolan office, and expended funds in activities in fiirtherance 
'of the joint venture/ ^ ;":■.■ '■' ^ '■'.'■: '■ ^.' ^■■.■':- " ■ ■ " 

42. , The fraudulent conduct of ENDI AM A set forth herein was a prox^^ of 

damages to Plaintiffs in an amount: in excess of the niinimuni jurisdictional frmits of this Gourtfor 
which Plaintiflfe pray judgment. 

COUNT IV- UWLAWFUX DISCRIMINATION BET\yEEN INVESTORS 
.■■■■"■. ;{As-tq,ENDIA3!p^ 
. 43 . Plaintiffs incorporate "the allegations in paragraphs 1-42 as^ if frilly set forth herein. 
: 44. , Article 12 of the 2003 Law on the Bases for Private Investment of the Republic of 
Angola("Angolan Investment Law'') guarantees equality of treatment to foreigninvestors in Angola. 

45 . The. Angolan Investment Law also provides that any diseriniination between investors 
is strictly prohibited. . 

46. At all relevant times, IDAS was a foreign investorpursuant to Article 1 of the Angolan 
'Investment Law. \ -■;■ 

47. ENDIAMA, an instrumentahty.of Angola, discriminated against IDAS by terminating 
:its contractual relationship with- IDAS for the purpose of entering into a contractual relationship with 
■NOFAR. .. ".^.■■'; ■'■ ■■,;.'■■■. 

48 . As a result of such conduct, ENDIAMA violated its obligation under Article 1 2 of the 
Angolan Investuaent Law, and Plaintiffs have suffered damages iii amounts in, excess of the minimum 
jurisdictionalLmiLb of this Court for which Pl^m^ ; : 

; ■ ' ■■■ ■■■ ':' '■■■ ■■■ " - -"■. 9 ■ ' , -■ ■" ■ . :. ' - ' 
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COtrnx V^ mLAWFUL C A^CELtAliCM OFHCENtES 
v.;/. ' (As^to ENDIAMA) ,; 

.49. Plaintiffs incorporate the allegations in paragraphs 1-48 as if ftilly: set forth herein. - 

50. Article 15 of the Angolan Investment Law guaratitees that licenses shall- not be 
cancelled, without the respective judicial or adtniiiistrative measixrqs. , .:; : 

51. In July 2004, ENDIAMA cancelled the licerises previously granted to IBAS in April 

2001.; ■ ■'■" .::,. :V;:. ■.■/'■;■■ ^/^.-^'^ ■'■..:■ ■'V/;-;-;- ■ / 

52. Such cmceUation was niade without respective judicial ^ 

reqiiired by the Angolanjnvestment Law. : ;■:■/;■; \\ ■'.■.■;' .' ^ ^ 

53 . . , As a result of such, ENDIAMAviolated its obJigatioim Angolan 

Investment Law and Plaintiffi have suffered damages in .amounts in excess of the ^minimum 
jurisdictionat hmits of this Court for which Elaintiffi pfray judgment. 

COIMT VI- TORTIOUS INTERFERENCE WITH CONTRACTUAL RELATIONS 

-^ y (AstoNOFAR):' ■.■■;■■ 
■ 54. , Plaintiffs incorporate the allegations in paragraphs' 1-53 :a&i^ set forth herein. 
55. ID AS executed several agreements with ENDIAM 
eflforts to finalize a work plan for the^ :; 

5 6 . NOFAR knew of the existerjce of these agreements and of ID AS 's efforts to fihaHze 
a work plan for th^iicehse areas. :/ \ - - :; 

57. NDFAR purposefully intended to interfere, and dld'interfere- with ID AS 's actual and 
prospective agreements by persuading ENDIAMA to; 'terminate. its contractual reidtipnship with 
IDAS. '^ . ;■,':■.' '■■■"■'.y[,^, -.A-' ;■. ['■:■'■-:■■■■' ' ■: 

■ ' ■■■" /^ "10^ ■ . ' "■.■■■ \ ■ : ^ ^- 
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58. The purposefiil interference by NOFARprbxmafefy caused ENDIAMA to temiinate 
its contractual relationship with IDAS. ' ;: , :^ 

, 59 . As a result of the conduct: of NOFAR, Plamtijgs have suffered damages in amounts 
in excess of the mininiunLJurisdictionanM^ 

RELIEF REQUESTED 

60 . As a result of the unlawftil actions of ENDIAMA and KOFAR as set forth ;above, 
IDAS, has suffered damages in the amount of US$397,000,600. These^damages include, but a^^ 
limited to, loss of the benejEit of the bargaia, costs and' expenses associated with iDAS's efforts to 
acquire and develop the licenses, and professional fees, including .attorney's and consulting fees, for 
aH.of which IDAS prays judgment of the Courtv 

61. As a result of the unlawful actions of ENDIAMA a& set forth aboye, Pabeco has 
suffered damages of US$27,44d,G0Q-00,.:and^^^^ su&red ■dain^ These 
damages include, but are-not jymited to, loss^^o of the bargain, AMFs; costs and expenses 
associated both with its acquisition of IDAS ahd siifisequerit expenditdbres mfuniding tiie operations 

, of IDAS, andprofessioiialfees^inckding attorney's aru^^ and 

AMI pray judgment of the Court: ■ ; / 

62. Plaintiffe seei^ recovery of applicable pre- m^ ; 

63 . Plaintiffs would show that the conduct of ENDIAMA and NOFAR as set forth above 
iiierits an award of punitive danmges for which Plaintiffe seek recovery imderapphcablelaw^^^ 
arnouiitofS 100,000,000. 00. 
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WHEREFORE, premises considered, Plaintiffe pray tliat ENDIAMA and NOFAR "be cited 
to answer and appear herein and, upon final trial of this action, that the Court award judgment in 
favor of Plaintiff, and against Defendants ENDIAMA and NOFAR as prayed for above, together 
with all other relief to which Plaintiffs may show themselves justly entitled. 

V>^t^A: iJjA (*A ?J^ ^ .2006 Respect&Uy submitted. 
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